Citizenship Performance has long been accepted as an important aspect of performance, but there has been little consensus on how best to measure this construct. Previous measures have assessed as many as five sub-factors, yet recent meta-analyses have indicated that Citizenship is largely unifactorial. At
Job Dedication.Therefore, there remains no clear evidence supporting the validity of the Job Dedication scale as a separate measure of Citizenship Performance.
The five-factor model of Citizenship has also been subjected to challenges. LePine et al. (2002) meta-analyzed the measures of Citizenship that had been developed using that model and found that they correlated at levels that were consistent with them acting as alternate forms of the same underlying construct. They also had similar correlations with criterion variables, so LePine et al. (2002) concluded that the various Citizenship scales may in fact be "not much more than equivalent indicators" (pp. 60-61) of a latent Citizenship construct. Consistent with this, Hoffman, Blair, Meriac & Woehr (2007) reported a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Citizenship, based on a metaanalysis of Citizenship and Task Performance. This confirmed that a single latent construct was the best fitting model for the underlying structure of Citizenship Performance.
Even prior to these findings, several researchers had indicated that multi-dimensional measures of Citizenship may be, at the very least, unnecessary. For example, Koys (2001) developed a single-factor measure by selecting five items that corresponded with each of the most commonly discussed dimensions of Citizenship Performance. Even Podsakoff and MacKenzie, who have been responsible for developing several multidimensional measures of Citizenship (e.g., MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991 Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994) , have argued that the correlations between their various Citizenship scales were high enough to justify combining them into one scale (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998 ). It appears that for most purposes there is little justification for using anything more than a single scale to measure Citizenship.
Despite the growing evidence that Citizenship Performance is unifactorial, little effort has been taken to validate unifactorial measures of Citizenship. Although they used unifactorial measures, both Koys (2001) and MacKenzie et al. (1998) only reported internal consistency reliabilities for their scales. It is sometimes assumed that Cronbach's alpha is a sufficient measure of a scale's internal structure, but scales can have an apparently satisfactory alpha and still have a complex underlying structure, effectively measuring more than one factor (Shevlin, Miles, Davies, & Walker, 2000) . In addition, the MacKenzie et al. (1998) scale had a correlation with in-role performance (r = .03) that was substantially less than correlations reported elsewhere (e.g., LePine et al. (2001) 
cited correlations
Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 6 of .36 when ratings came from different raters, and .62 when both ratings came from supervisors). In summary, neither of these scales was thoroughly validated, nor does there appear to be well-validated alternatives.
The preceding review of measures of Citizenship Performance suggests two important points.
First, for most purposes Citizenship Performance should be treated as a unifactorial measure, a point that has been tacitly accepted by previous researchers. This is not to say that the evidence cited above nullifies the theoretical arguments and empirical evidence for multiple dimensions summarized by Podsakoff et al.(2000) . Admittedly, Podsakoff et al.(2000) did not test the statistical significance of the differences they reported and the covariates with the greatest range of correlations with Citizenship dimensions (i.e., Job Satisfaction, Leader Support, & Organizational Commitment) were considered in the meta-analyses of LePine et al. (2001) and Hoffman et al. (2007) . It nonetheless remains possible that future researchers examining the dimensionality of Citizenship Performance will find significant differences in correlations of Citizenship dimensions with other constructs, perhaps on the basis of further refinement of multifactorial measures. At this stage, however, the value of using multiple Citizenship Performance scales for other research purposes, appears to be limited. Yet, unlike personality variables such as Conscientiousness, for which the underlying dimensionality is still a matter for research despite general acceptance of a variety of valid measures of the overarching construct (Roberts, Bogg, Walton, Chernyshenko, & Stark, 2004) , the foregoing review found that no existing unifactorial measures of Citizenship Performance had been adequately validated. So the second point is that there is a need for a new, well-validated, unifactorial measure of Citizenship Performance.
The research reported in this article was conducted in order to develop just such a measure of Citizenship Performance. We obtained from Walter Borman (Personal communication, September, 1999 ) a set of items designed to measure the three components of Citizenship Performance identified in Coleman and Borman's (2000) review. The measure reported here was refined from the Borman items using exploratory factor analysis but, as has been argued, in order to validate a scale it is necessary to verify its underlying dimensionality, using tools such as CFA (McDonald, 1999) .
Consequently, a CFA was used to assess scale structure in this research. In addition to having a Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 7 reliable, simple structure, a valid scale should be correlated with other variables in a manner that is consistent with theoretical expectations. When it was first proposed as a dimension of performance, Citizenship was theorized to be that component of performance most responsive to attitudinal, motivational and dispositional variables (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Smith et al., 1983) . This was because Citizenship was seen as largely volitional behavior, in contrast with the role-prescribed behaviors included within Task Performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) . Hence, whether an individual engaged in Citizenship was due to their willingness to perform, while an individual's Task behaviors was more closely linked with their ability to perform. Personality has long been accepted as a major component of a person's willingness to perform (Blumberg & Pringle, 1982) . Previous research has found that personality variables based on the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM) are reliably correlated with Citizenship (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000) . Specifically, the sample-weighted average of the corrected correlations reported between Citizenship Performance measures and the A valid measure should also have stronger correlations with measures to which it is conceptually linked and weaker correlations with measures that are conceptually linked to independent constructs. As described above, Citizenship Performance has been conceived of as reflecting motivation and effort. while ability factors, including cognitive ability and job knowledge, should not have a close relationship with Citizenship Performance, instead having a direct effect on Task Performance (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997) . So, a valid measure of Citizenship Performance should have a comparatively lower correlation with a measure of job knowledge than with a measure of effort Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 8
Hypothesis 2: A reliable Citizenship Performance scale, reflecting a single latent factor, will be more strongly correlated with a measure of effort than with a measure of job knowledge.
A further distinction between the constructs of Task and Citizenship Performance is that they have been defined to include different behaviors and outcomes. One of the features of Citizenship that was highlighted by Borman, Penner et al. (2001) was an employee's willingness to follow rules and procedures, even when inconvenient, while Task Performance is associated with the technical core of a job, in particular the quality of work undertaken. Therefore, it should be expected that a measure of Citizenship Performance should be more closely associated with independent measures of compliance than with measures of work quality.
Hypothesis 3: A reliable Citizenship Performance scale, reflecting a single latent factor, will be more strongly correlated with a measure of compliance with rules and procedures than with a measure of quality of work.
Finally, it would be surprising if a valid scale was not correlated with other measures of the same construct. Despite the problems with existing measures of Citizenship Performance that were outlined earlier in this article, they nonetheless appear to reflect the underlying latent Citizenship factor. Although previously developed measures of Citizenship are based on models that assume an underlying structure that is not empirically supported, they should nonetheless reflect the latent Citizenship factor (Hoffman et al., 2007) , which means that any new measure of Citizenship Performance should be strongly associated with previously developed measures.
Hypothesis 4: A reliable Citizenship Performance scale, reflecting a single latent factor, will be highly correlated with pre-existing measures of Citizenship Performance.
In conclusion, although multifactor models of Citizenship Performance have long been advocated, the dominant models for measuring Citizenship Performance have faced problems. Some measures appear to reflect constructs other than Citizenship while the most reliable evidence, summarized by Hoffman et al. (2007) in their meta-analysis, is consistent with Citizenship being a single latent factor. Single-factor measures of Citizenship Performance used in previous research have not been thoroughly evaluated, so the research reported in this article was designed to develop and validate a single-factor measure.
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Two studies are reported in this article. The first study involved the development of a singlefactor scale, based on a principal axis factor analysis of the Borman items, as well as an initial test of the reliability of the scale's structure and a comparison of the scale with measures of personality. The second study was undertaken to test the reliability of this unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale's structure, using CFA, and whether the new scale demonstrated predicted relationships with measures of effort, job knowledge. The second study also permitted a comparison of the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale with previously developed measures of Citizenship Performance.
STUDY 1: DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL VALIDATION OF SCALE
The most important decision in scale development is the selection of an appropriate item pool as the basis for analysis (Reise, Waller, & Comrey, 2000) . Reise et al. (2000) recommend that the item pool should be developed based on a thorough theoretical review of the construct to be measured and the selection of items should be over-inclusive. On the basis of a thorough theoretical and empirical review, Coleman and Borman (2000) identified 27 behaviors that encompassed the broad range of previously developed Citizenship Performance measures. A content sorting of these behaviors, undertaken by a sample of professional psychologists, was then used as the basis for exploratory factor analysis, multidimensional scaling analysis and cluster analysis, which ultimately produced a three-component structure. The Borman items used in this study consisted of three scales to measure these components, with four items per scale. Reise et al. (2000) argued that one of the major reasons for revising a measure is because its 'factor structure is '"not as advertised" by the original authors' (p. 288). So, the fact that later research did not support the Coleman and Borman three factor model (Sun 2001 , cited in Miles et al., 2002 indicated that the structure of the Borman items needed to be reconsidered. An analysis of these items has been reported here, prior to describing the development and initial validation of the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale.
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Participants
Students in two semesters of a first-year undergraduate management course at an Australian university were the participants in Study 1. There are strong parallels between study and work, such as the emphasis on extrinsic rewards, external assessment of performance (marking and performance appraisals), and the degree of alienation from the outcomes of performance (Bowles, Gintis, & Meyer, 1999) . Success in both fields is reliably associated with intellectual ability (Strenze, 2007) and the personality dimension of Conscientiousness (Lounsbury, Gibson, Sundstrom, Wilburn, & Loveland, 2004) . Such are the similarities that some have argued that study is work (Marshall, 1988; Munson & Rubenstein, 1992) . Consequently, although most research on Citizenship Performance has been conducted with employees, several researchers have examined Citizenship Performance with student samples (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001 ). Completion of the various rating scales included in this study was a formal part of the teaching process but inclusion within Study 1 was voluntary, with students able to decide whether or not they wished their ratings to be included in this research. Of the 454 students who were invited to participate, 389 agreed to do so, but ratings were only obtained for 298 of these students, an overall participation rate of 66%. Participants ranged in age from 17 to 53 years with an average age of 21.7, while 43% were male.
Measures
A hand scored version of the Borman items was used in this study as the basis for developing the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale. This version had four items for each of three dimensions, namely: Personal Support, or the amount of help and cooperation provided to colleagues;
Organizational Support, or the degree to which people comply with rules and show loyalty to the organization; and Conscientious Initiative, or the level of persistence and initiative demonstrated. For each item raters were presented with a short statement and asked to decide how accurately they believed the item described the individual being rated. Ratings for each item were made on a fivepoint, verbally-anchored scale, ranging from 'not at all accurately' (1) to 'very accurately' (5). Saucier's (1994) Mini-Markers were used to assess personality in this study. The MiniMarkers are an abbreviated version of Goldberg's (1992) FFM markers, but have similar reliability Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 11 and validity, fewer difficult items and lower inter-scale correlations (Dwight, Cummings, & Glenar, 1998) . Being quicker to administer, the Mini-Markers were a better choice for use in a timeconstrained setting (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann Jr, 2003) . Each item in the Mini-Markers consists of a single adjective, which participants were asked to rate on a nine-point, verbally anchored scale, from 'extremely inaccurate' (1) to 'extremely accurate' (9).
Procedure
Participants completed the Mini-Markers during class in the first two weeks of semester and were provided with feedback on their scores as part of a teaching exercise. After completing an assessed team project that lasted four weeks, participants were rated on the Borman items by other members of their teams. Most teams had three or more members, which meant that more than one rating was obtained for two-thirds of the participants. Ratings were completed during class-time and students were provided with guidance on how to score their ratings as well as on providing feedback to each other, as part of a teaching exercise linked to the team project. Few, if any, of the students had known each other prior to the commencement of this team project, so the ratings were largely based on students' behavior during the four week project. Although ratings were collected during class, all ratings were stored confidentially and the researchers were not able to access ratings until after the completion of the course, to reassure students that ratings would not affect end of semester marks.
Results
The descriptive statistics, reliabilities and inter-correlations for the Borman Citizenship Performance scales are presented in Table 1 . These results show that the individual scales were relatively low on internal consistency reliability (none of the three scales had an alpha value over .7), and the scales were quite variable in terms of their inter-rater reliability. The three scales had relatively high inter-correlations, which when corrected for internal consistency reliability approximated 1.0. Thus, these results are consistent with Hoffman et al.'s (2007) conclusion that different scales for measuring Citizenship Performance are alternate forms for assessing the same, latent factor.
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Consequently, the Borman items were factor analyzed to identify their underlying factor structure. Worthington and Whittaker (2006) recommend that data should be assessed for factorability prior to any factor analysis. In this case, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .83, which exceeds Tabachnik and Fidell's (2001) recommended cutoff of .60. A principal axis factoring of the items revealed three factors with eigen-values greater than one (4.01, 1.63 and 1.10). Although it is common to retain all factors with eigen-values greater than one this can lead to spurious results, so decisions about factor retention should be made using more accurate methods, such as the scree test (Cortina, 2002) or parallel analysis (Lance, Butts, & Michels, 2006) .
The scree test showed that all factors had eigen-values that were less than 50% larger than the next largest factor, except for the first factor, which had an eigen-value that was 2.5 times the size of the eigen-value of the next extracted factor. A parallel analysis was conducted using the procedure developed by O'Connor (2000) . This showed that only the first factor had an eigen-value greater than that obtained for corresponding factors derived from similar random datasets (i.e., 3.47, 2.13 and 1.93). Hence, only one factor was retained from the analysis.
Items for which at least a third of their variance (factor loadings of greater than .57) was accounted for by the first factor were chosen as the basis of the new scale, with three items coming from the original Conscientious Initiative sub-scale, two from Personal Support and one from the Organizational Support. The resulting scale is presented in an appendix to this article. Not surprisingly, the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale correlated highly with the first factor (r = .94), but it also had internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha = .81) at a level that Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007) argued was excellent for a six-item scale and a sample of less than 300, while maintaining good inter-rater reliability (.54).
While it is inappropriate to use one sample to develop a model using exploratory techniques and the same sample to conduct a CFA of that model (Gerbing & Hamilton, 1996) , the current study had more than one rating of most participants. Alternative ratings were available for 197 of the Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 13 participants and these were used as the basis for a CFA. Along with the other CFAs reported in this article, this was performed using AMOS 6.0 (Arbuckle, 2005) . In line with the recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1999) , Chi-Square, SRMR and CFI were used to test models that are presented in this article. RMSEA is also reported because it has become a standard in social science research (Curran, Bollen, Chen, Paxton, & Kirby, 2003) , but unfortunately, RMSEA tends to over-reject models in studies with samples of 250 or less (Hu & Bentler, 1999) . The cutoff criteria recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999) were used to assess the fit of the factor model (SRMR ≤ .08; CFI ≥ .95; RMSEA ≤ .06). The results of the CFA analysis of the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale showed good fit of the factor structure (χ 2 = 15.6; df = 9; p = .076; SRMR = .039; CFI = .979; RMSEA = .061).
Although the value for RMSEA slightly exceeds the cutoff criterion, this is inconsistent with the nonsignificant Chi-Square, suggesting that the unsatisfactory RMSEA is due to the sample size. Hence, it was concluded that the factor model provided a satisfactory representation of the underlying structure of the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale.
To test Hypothesis 1, the scores on the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale were compared with the Five-Factor Model of personality. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the five scales of the Mini-Markers and the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale (with both sets of raters), as well as the inter-correlations between these measures. Corrected correlations are also reported, in line with Schmidt and Hunter's (1996) recommendations.
The two indexes of construct validity presented by Westen and Rosenthal (2003) were used to test the consistency of the observed correlations against those expected on the basis of previous research. The first of Westen and Rosenthal's indexes, the alerting index (r alerting-CV ), is simply the correlation between the Fisher-transformed predicted and observed correlations. This provides a rough indication of the degree to which observed correlations are consistent with expectations.
Unfortunately, r alerting-CV does not allow a straightforward test of statistical significance, for which purpose Westen and Rosenthal presented the contrast index (r contrast-CV ). The weakness of the contrast index is that it is strongly affected by the size of the expected correlations, so it does not provide a valid estimate of the degree of consistency between expected and observed statistics. Consequently, Westen and Rosenthal recommended that both indexes should be reported and interpreted together.
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When the corrected correlations between the FFM and Citizenship Performance measures reported in Table 2 were compared with the Hurtz and Donovan (2000) correlations cited in the introduction, the contrast index was significant (r contrast-CV = .20; p < .001) and the alerting index was substantial (r alerting-CV = .78). Consideration of these two indexes demonstrate that the Citizenship Performance scale reported in this study had correlations with the FFM measures that were strongly consistent with expectations, thus confirming Hypothesis 1.
------------------------------------
Insert Table 2 around here Motowidlo, 1996) . Including these scales not only provided a test of convergent validity; it also allowed a direct comparison of the reliability and validity of these preexisting scales with the unifactorial scale.
Method
Participants
Non-academic supervisors and employees of an Australian university were invited to participate in Study 2. Academic staff were not included because of the somewhat unusual nature of academic work and the relatively low level of supervision they receive, making ratings of their performance behavior problematic. Initially, a sample of supervisors was approached and, if they were willing to participate, their staff were also asked if they were willing. A total of 43 out of 46 supervisors and 238 out of 283 staff agreed to participate in the study. Participants were employed in a broad range of occupations, ranging from professional accountants to semi-skilled cleaners and caterers. The average age of participants was 38.5 years and 22.7% were male, which is broadly similar to the average age of all employees of this university (41.5 years) and the proportion of staff who are male (28%).
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Measures
In addition to the unifactorial scale, two additional Citizenship Performance scales were used in Study 2. These correspond to two of the earliest components of Citizenship to be proposed, namely
Conscientiousness (not to be confused with the similarly-named personality variable) and Altruism (Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983) . Borman, Penner et al. (2001) claimed that these "are the two major or overarching dimensions" (p.67) of Citizenship Performance. The Interpersonal Facilitation and Job
Dedication scales developed by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) are among the most widely used for measuring these components of Citizenship Performance (Podsakoff et al., 2000) , so these were (Law, Wong, & Song, 2004) , among other predictor and criterion measures.
Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) reported sound reliability for these scales, both in terms of interrater reliability (Job Dedication: .50; Interpersonal Facilitation: .69) and internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha: .94 for both scales). Yet, as mentioned in the introduction there has been some uncertainty about the validity of the Job Dedication construct as an aspect of Citizenship and it appears that neither of these scales has previously been assessed using CFA.
Four single-item scales were used to test for validity of the Citizenship Performance scales, with supervisors asked to rate their staff on effort, job knowledge, compliance and quality of work.
The specific wording used as the basis for these ratings was derived from the set of performance measures developed by Viswesvaran, Ones and Schmidt (2002) and read as follows -effort: how much work they expend in striving to do a good job (initiative; attention to duty; alertness; enthusiasm; industriousness; persistence); job knowledge: the extent to which they demonstrate expertise in job-related issues (keep up-to-date; know the job well); compliance with authority: their conformity with formal rules and procedures (positive perspective on rules & regulations; positive Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 17 attitude to supervision; conforms to organizational norms & culture); quality of their work: how well their tasks are done (accuracy; lack of errors; thoroughness). These scales were assessed using the relative percentile method (Goffin, Gellatly, Paunonen, Jackson, & Meyer, 1996) , which requires raters to compare individuals with all other staff employed within the organization. This method appears to have greater reliability and validity than alternatives, such as behavioral observation scales (Goffin, et al., 1996) .
Procedure
Study 2 formed part of a larger research project examining predictors of performance. After obtaining organizational and ethical approval, supervisors were invited to participate. If they agreed to do so meetings were arranged with their staff, at which time potential participants were informed of the requirements of the overall project. Participants were assured that no-one apart from the research team, including their supervisors or fellow staff, would have access to ratings that were collected in this research. Participants were also told that they could request at any time to have any material relating to them destroyed. No participants asked for this to happen. Supervisors were subsequently provided with lists of staff who had consented to participate, on the understanding that participation by staff and supervisors was voluntary and no positive nor negative consequence would result from a decision to participate or not participate. Supervisors were then asked to rate only participating staff on the three Citizenship Performance scales and the ratings of effort and job knowledge, according to how they believed these staff typically behaved at work. All staff who could be contacted after the completion of the research project were provided with a summary of the basic findings of the research.
Results
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and inter-correlations for Study 2 measures are presented in Table 3 . Previous research was identified to obtain estimates of the correlation between Citizenship
Performance and effort (Entwhistle III, 2001 : r = .47), job knowledge (Bettencourt, Gwinner, & Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 18 Meuter, 2001 : r = .36), compliance (Greenslade & Jimmieson, 2007 : r = .46), and quality (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997: r = .29) to allow a similar test of validity to that conducted in Study 1.
The alerting and contrast indexes for the unifactorial Citizenship Performance measure (r alerting-CV = .77; r contrast-CV = .34; p < .001) showed that it had a good correspondence with expectations, as did
Interpersonal Facilitation (r alerting-CV = .70; r contrast-CV = .17; p < .05). However, Job Dedication had relatively poor correspondence with expected correlations (r alerting-CV = .08; r contrast-CV = .02; p = ns). So it appears from this analysis that the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale has similar or better validity than the other two scales. Westen and Rosenthal's (2003) indexes are global indicators of validity relationships, somewhat analogous to an overall analysis of variance test. For a more detailed examination of the convergent and divergent validity of these scales Olkin's z test was used to test the significance of the hypothesized differences between the various correlations (May & Hittner, 1997 ). An examination of the correlations between the unifactorial scale and the measures of effort, job knowledge, compliance and quality of work showed that they formed a pattern that was consistent with predictions.
Specifically, the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale had a significantly higher correlation with effort than with job knowledge, thus confirming Hypothesis 2, and also had a significantly higher correlation with compliance than with quality of work, which was consistent with Hypothesis 3. As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this may reflect the fact that on face-value item 2 in this scale seems related to compliance. The corresponding correlations for the other Citizenship Performance scales were consistent with Hypothesis 2 but the correlations with Job Dedication were not consistent with Hypothesis 3. Although both Interpersonal Facilitation and Job Dedication had higher correlations with effort than with job knowledge, and the correlation of Interpersonal Facilitation with compliance was significantly higher than its correlation with quality of work, the correlation of Job Dedication with quality of work was actually higher than its correlation with compliance. These findings are consistent with indications from previous research that Job Dedication may reflect aspects of Task Performance. Taken together, the pattern of correlations presented in Table 3 show that the unifactorial scale had better convergent and divergent validity than the other two Citizenship scales.
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The inter-correlations between the three Citizenship Performance scales show associations that are equal to or greater than the highest uncorrected correlation between Citizenship scales (.67)
reported by LePine et al. (2002) . Thus, these results clearly support Hypothesis 4 that a scale based on a single latent Citizenship factor would be highly correlated with pre-existing measures of Citizenship Performance. Study 2 also allowed an additional test of the structure of the unifactorial scale using
CFA. It appears that neither of the other two Citizenship Performance scales has been similarly assessed in previously published research, so Interpersonal Facilitation and Job Dedication were analyzed alongside the unifactorial scale to allow for comparison. These analyses, (see Table 4 ), revealed that the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale had very good fit, with a non-significant
Chi-Square and values for the three fit indices that were well within the relevant cutoff criteria. Both of the other scales had significant Chi-Square values, which some authors would argue renders their factor models invalid (e.g., Hayduk, Cummings, Boadu, Pazderka-Robinson, & Boulianne, 2007) .
However, when the other fit indices were considered, only RMSEA was unsatisfactory for
Interpersonal Facilitation. but Job Dedication had unsatisfactory fit as assessed by both CFI and RMSEA, indicating that it did not have simple structure. This may seem to be inconsistent with the high alpha value for this scale, but this incongruity is apparent only -alpha does not directly reflect the factorial integrity of a scale (Miller, 1995) . Examination of modification indices for the Job Dedication model showed that four pairs of error terms needed to be allowed to correlate before an acceptable level of fit was achieved, suggesting that the scale may be measuring more than one construct. The results of these CFAs show that the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale had the best fit to the data gathered in Study 2 suggesting that it had a more valid internal structure. Table 4 around here validation. Finally, although the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale was shown to be highly correlated with previously developed measures of Citizenship Performance, it had a better internal structure and external validity than these other scales. Therefore, the unifactorial Citizenship
Performance scale appears to be a valid measure of the latent Citizenship Performance construct.
One of the major justifications for the idea that Citizenship is a single latent construct is the fact that most correlations with other variables do not vary between Citizenship Performance measures (Hoffman et al., 2007; LePine et al., 2002 ). An examination of the correlations in Study 2 might be taken as evidence that the three Citizenship scales are measuring different aspects of Citizenship because of their significantly different correlations with other performance measures.
However, the fact that these differences are in a direction that is inconsistent with expectations for measures of Citizenship Performance can also be taken as evidence of limitations of the Job Dedication and Interpersonal Facilitation scales. Specifically, the original authors of the scale (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) found that Job Dedication overlapped with Task Performance. This
Unifactorial Citizenship Performance Measure 21 measurement overlap is consistent with the unsatisfactory CFA fit of the Job Dedication scale as well as with its higher than expected correlation with job knowledge. On the other hand, both Interpersonal Facilitation and the unifactorial Citizenship Performance scale had correlations with job knowledge that were significantly lower than the correlation with effort, which was consistent with expectations.
Thus, the results of this research, when considered alongside previous findings, are consistent with the idea that Citizenship Performance is unifactorial.
One of the consequences of viewing Citizenship as a unifactorial latent construct is that focusing on different scales for Citizenship Performance "would be like interpreting relationships with individual items from a multi-item measure of a unidimensional construct" (LePine et al., 2002, p.61) . In other words, without evidence to the contrary, researchers would do better to measure Citizenship Performance as a single scale rather than attempting to measure sub-scales so the scale presented here should prove to be a useful tool for organizational researchers. Nonetheless, various
Citizenship Performance measures have previously been compared with a wide range of measures, including employee attitudes, task characteristics, leadership behaviors and organizational rewards (Podsakoff et al., 2000) . Future research comparing the scale presented in this article with these constructs will assist in assessing this scale's validity.
From a broader perspective, the research reported here is consistent with previous efforts intended to bring order to the broad literature on Citizenship Performance. Since Organ (1997) proposed that OCB and Contextual Performance were largely similar, there have been several major reviews that have helped to integrate the various Citizenship Performance literatures. Both Podsakoff et al. (2000) and Coleman and Borman (2000) provided integrative reviews, albeit from different perspectives and using disparate methodologies. Specifically, Podsakoff et al. (2000) approached their review from the OCB tradition and focused mainly on reviewing measurement methodologies and meta-analyzing correlations between Citizenship Performance and other variables. In contrast, Coleman and Borman (2000) , the latter of whom was one of the initial proponents of the Contextual Performance construct, provided a content analysis of Citizenship Performance. LePine et al. (2002) and Hoffman et al. (2007) used multivariate modeling to advance upon the work of Podsakoff et al. (2000) , leading to the recognition that for most purposes Citizenship Performance should be treated as a N = 298 for all statistics, except for the inter-rater reliabilities for which N = 197. b Values for Alpha are reported in italics on the diagonal. Uncorrected correlations are reported below the diagonal.
Correlations corrected for scale reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) are reported above the diagonal.
* All correlations are significant at p < .001. † The corrected correlations that are greater than 1.0 appear to be the result of a combination of rounding error and random measurement error.
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* All correlations are significant at p < .001.
